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Be: PeiitieR for .ul.....ldn.lty Symbol
T~..,IDe.; AaleU8MttIt of
Section 11.147(a)(1)(1l) of the C0IIIDI1••ion's
Bule. on Spread Speetrum Operation, BM 8808.

Dear Mr. Caton:

Aironet Wireless Communications, Inc. ("Aironetlt), a subsidiary ofTelxon, is
a manufacturer of Part 15 spread spectrum devices. Aironet opposes the referenced
petition because (1) the proposal to amend Section 15.247 of the Commission's rules will
lead to potentially serious interference with other spread spectrum users and primary users
of the frequency spectrum; (2) the development of wireless local area networks ("LANslt) is
not dependent upon cIlaDlM in the Commission's frequency hopping regulations, but will
experience robust IfOwth using spread spectrum systems that comply with the
Com_iMion's rules aDd do not cauee potentially harmful interference; (3) there is sufficient
spectrum allocated to accommodate frequency hopping systems that comply with the
current rules; and (4) the proposed rule is fundamentally at odds with principles underlying
Part 15 usage. 1/

Sections 15.247(a)(1)(i) and (ii) oltha rules provide that frequency hopping
spread spectrum systems operating in the 902-928, 2400-2483.5 and 5725-5850 MHz bands
shall use at least 75 hopping frequencies, with maximum 20 dB bandwidth of the hopping
channel at 1 MHz and the average time ofoccupancy on any frequency not greater than 0.4
seconds within a 30 second period. Symbol Technologies, Inc. ("Petitioner") proposes an
amendment to Section 15.247 of the rules that would also permit spread spectrum
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1/ Aironet respectfully requests that the Commission accept these late-filed comments.
All known participants in this proceeding have been served with this pleading. Aironet
does not believe that any party will be prejudiced by grant of this request.
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frequeDCY hoppiac 8y." that "au WIe at leut lIS hopping frequencies" but with the
88IIIe time coutraint 010.4 aeconda per 30 8eCOBd period. 7J

Syabofs propoul would iDherently permit wider band transmissions on each
of the 15 hopping chauel&. This use orwider bandwidth traDAlBiasions willsi.pi6cantly
reduce the pl'OO888iDC pia ad interitfttDCe fttjectioB capabilities of frequency hopping
spread spectrum ay_.., leactiDI to potentially serious interference to other frequency
beppiac spread epeetnun SY*.8 that comply with the existinc rule, direct sequence
spread IP8Ctrum sy••s, other Part 15 uers aDd priDlary users of the band. Petitioner
it8e1f..its in its petition that the poeeibility for interference is real and provides no
supportable buis for its conclusion that interference will not be significant. 3l

The propoeed amendment, read literally, lIleans that an operator of the
proposed widebud frequency boppiq would use the 15 hopping frequencies in only six
8eCOIld8 out of any 30 I800Dd period (15lrequeDey hops X 004 seconds). If this is Petitioner's
true Udent, the utility of the service would be extremely limited. Petitioner appears to base
its OODCluioo that its propoeal will not thanae frequency overlaps from those expressed
under the current rules on this extremely limited usage. If the real intent of the proposed
8IIleBdment is to allow five times the bandwidth per channel with the same average hop
rate 88 with 15 chanael hopping, then the chanDels will be repeated five times as often,
Cl'eatiB« the poteDtial for serious interfereDOO. The proposal requires clarification both with
respect to its intended meaning and the interference potential.

Symbol arcues that the amendment is necessary to fulfill the growinl public
deDllmd for wirele. LANs. Petitioner cites the development of the IEEE 802.11 standard
that wiD IOvem 8UCh wirale. LANs. Aironet ape8s that there will be substantial demand
for wi1e1ee8 LANs. However, there is no need for the Commission to change its rules in
order for that demand to be met, especially considering the interference potential inherent
to S,.boI's proposal. WireJeas LANs can be and are provided using spread spectrum
systelllS that comply with the Commiuion's rules. Hip-capacity systems use direct
sequence spread spectnun and other technologies. There is no reason for the Commission
to risk interference problems in order to acoommodate the use of frequency hoppinc for such
hiIh-capaeity sy8tems when other advanced teclmolotPes are more than sulicient to meet
tJte tedmical requiremeDts. Aironet does not believe that the proposed wideband frequency
hoppiag should be exclu4ed 88 an altemative. However, there are other frequency bandB
that are more suitable for technologies with such interference potential.

?J Symbol Techaolorpea, Inc. Petition for Rulemakin«. Amendment of Section
15.247(a)(I)(0) of the Commission's Rules on Spread Spectrum Operations, filed December
6, 1994 ('Petition").

'Jl Petition at 2.
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PetitioDer Mates that amelUliq the ruIN to accommodate wideband hopping
on finer c....... is ....." beea..... the hqueDey bud 2402 to 2417 MHz may be
reallooMed ill Docket No. 14-32 to proWbit IpIMd &pednuD. USflIe. The Commission
reeeatly ruled tIaat the Il..tt would DOt he ....1oeMed ..4 the availability of that band for
spread IpeCtnuD... ooatiauea. Tbu, tIaeN i8 DO N8triction on the availability of
frequency spectrum that would justify the propoeed UDelldment.

Symbe1 compares its propoul to certain newly-adopted European standards
which would permit the wideband hq\l8llCY hoppiDI UDder certain circumstances. It
should be DOted, however, that these staBdarde came into iln:e after considerable
COIltroveray in NoveJaber 1194, and very few, ifany, of such frequency boppinlsystems
have heen deployed in Europe to date. Even witlt the adoption of the standard, deployment
of fnqueBcy Iaoppiac .,.... has been delayed because ofcontinuing controversy within
the iaduetry. The CoImaiMion should at led wait \lDtil it can review the actual
experience wi. thMe devices in Europe in order to determine the extent to which harmful
interference will occur.

In eIo8iq, the CoDlmi88ioD shoWd recopize that the proposed amendment
fundamentally redefines the nature of spread spectrum by allowing the use of wider
bandwidth transmissions and reducinC the proceuing gain and interference rejection
captabilitie8. The proposal contravenes the primary objective of spread spectrum, which is
to aBow U88 of the teebnoIocY on a DOB-interferiDc basis. In that sense, it undermines the
priBcipIe behind Part 15 it8elf -- that ualioeD8ed WNlI8 of low power technologies may be
employed where it has been demonstrated that the public will be protected from
interference.

Reapectfully submitted,

~cr~~
Rocer J. Murphy, Jr.
President and
Chief Operating Officer

Joel S. Winnik
Julie T. Barton
HOlan It; Hartson L.L.P.
555 Thirteenth Street, N.W.
Waahington, D.C. 20004
Counsel for Aironet Wireless
Communications, Inc.
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I, Kathy Bates, do hereby certify that on this 10th day of April, 1995, a copy

of Comments of A.ironet Wireless Communications, Inc. was mailed by U.S. first class mail,

po8~ prepaid, to the parties listed below.

Dated: April 10, 1995

Mr. Bruce A. Franca·
0IIi0e of E....rinI anel TeehnolocY
Federal eoaauaicatiou Coamiuion
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 480
Wuhinpon, D.C. 20654

Mr. John A. Reed·
0Iice of EDfIineeriDI and Technolo«Y
Federal eo.mwlicatioDs Commission
ZOOO M Street, N.W., Room 480
Washiqton, D.C. 20554

Mr. Richard 8. Eqellllan·
0Iice ofE~ and Technology
Federal CoaaUllicati0D8 Commiesion
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 480
Washiqton, D.C. 2OM4

Michael J. Marcus, Esq.·
Oftioe of Engineerinl and TechBology
Federal Communications Commiasion
2000 M Street, N.W., Room 480
Washington, D.C. 20554

Ms. Karen E. Wat.lon, Director·
Oftice of Public A«airs
FecAeral CoIDaUBicatiolLl eom.iasion
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 202
Washington, D.C. 20554
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Mitchel Lazarus, Esq.
Arent, Fox, Kintner, Plotkin" Kahn
lOGO Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 000
WuAincton, D.C. 20036-5339
Counsel for Symbol Technologies, Inc.

Andrew D. Lipman, Esq.
Marlaret M. Charles, Esq.
Swidler 81 Berlin, Chartered
aooo K Street, N.W., Suite 300
Wuhincton, D.C. 20007-5116
Counsel for SpectraLink Corp.

Howard A. Topel, Esq.
Michael E. Lewyn, Esq.
Mullin, Rhyne, Emmons and Topel, P.C.
1225 Connecticut Avenue, N.W.
Suite 300
Washington, D.C. 20036-2604
Counsel for
Tel-A-Tech Communications, Inc.

Stephen R. Bell, Esq.
Marc Berejka, Esq.
Sctuire, Sanders" Dempsey
1201 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W.
P. O. Box 407
Washington, D.C. 20044-0407
Counsel for Norand Corp.
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Mark C. RoIIeDbIUl, Esq.
Kathleen F. Carroll, Esq.
Emeat A GJeit, Eaq.
296 North Maple Avenue
Bukinc Ridp, NJ 07920
Counsel for AT&T
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